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RI MARKS 

Claims 1-22 and 30-38 were pending n the application. Claims 1-22, 30, and 32-38 were 
rejected of various grounds, and claim 3 1 wai indicated to be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form. Claims 1 and 30 have bee i amended. Claim 31 has been cancelled and 
rewritten in independent form as new claim 3 ), and new claims 40-42 depend therefirom. Thus, 
claims 1-22, 30, and 32-42 are currently pend eg in the application. Applicant thanks the 
Examiner for allowing the subject matter of c aim 31 (rewritten as independent claim 39) and 
kindly requests reconsideration of all other cl; ims. 

Claim Amendments: 

Claim 1 has been amended to clarify tl le conductive line through which heat generated by 
each of the OLBD pixels is dissipated. 

Claim 30 has been amended to clarify Jie electrical interconnection line to which each 
cathode line is electrically connected. 

These amendments add no new matter 

Rejections under 3:> U.S.C S 102 fincluding h dependent Claims 1. 17. and 30^: 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-12, 14 . 17, 19-21, 30, and 32-34 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by Roach et al. U.! J. Patent No. 6,274,978 ("Roach"). Applicant 
respectfully submits that the rejected indepenc ent claims 1,17, and 30 each define an invention 
that is patentable ov er Roach, as do the rejecte d dependent claims. 

Independent claim 1 is directed to an C LED display that includes a back panel 
comprising a thermally conductive material an d a front panel substantially parallel to the back 
panel. A heat dissipating structure is attached to a surface of the back panel opposite the front 
panel. The OLED display also includes an arr ly of OLED pixels positioned between the front 
panel and the back panel. A plurality of therm lUy conductive elements are positioned between 
the OLED pixels and the back panel and distri" mted throughout the array of OLED pixels. Each 
of the thermally conductive elements is positic ned between the back panel and a conductive line 
in thermal contact v ith one of the OLED pixel >. Heat generated by each of the OLED pixels is 
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dissipated through the conductive line in contact with the OLED pixel, the thermally conductive 
elements in proximity to the OLED pixel, anc the back panel, and to the heat dissipating 
structure. 

Roach discloses a display formed &oni light-emitting fibers 100 (also referred to as 
••ribbons") in a sidu-by-side construction (Col . 3, lines 22-46). Each fiber 100 has a series of 
light-emitting elements 1 SO disposed in a line ir (one-dimensional) manner along the fiber 100 
(Col. 3, lines 3 1-34; FIGS. 5, 9A, and 10). Tlius. when the fibers 100 are placed side-by-side, a 
two-dimensional array of light-emitting elem( nts 150 is formed (Col. 3, lines 34-40; FIGS. 2, 
9A,and 10). 

The Examiner contended that Roach's netal contact 140 is a "cathode line" while 
rejecting claim 1 but later interpreted each me jsI contact 140 to be a "cathode contact" while 
rejecting claim 5. The Examiner's later intcrj relation of Roach is the only possible correct 
inteipretation — ^the metal contacts 140 are me ely separated, discrete cathode contacts that 
individually "define the [OLED] pixel geome ry" {see FIGS. 5-6; col. 3, lines 53-54; col. 1 1, 
lines 36-39). Roach teaches that electric cum nt is pass«i between anode lines 120 and cathode 
lines 230 using spaccd-apart metal contacts 1' 0 formed at each pixel 150 (see FIG. 5; col. 7. 
lines 13-25; col. 8, lines 45-52). Contrary to t le Examiner's initial inteipretation Roach's OLED 
display, the cathodf; lines are shown as clema 1 230 (not clement 140), and these cathode lines 
230 are formed dirtJCtly on the back panel 210 (i.e., there is no solder bump between the cathode 
lines 230 and the back panel 210). 

Roach does not disclose each and ever / element of Applicant's invention as set forth in 
independent claim 1,17. or 30. As for claim 1 , Roach does not disclose an OLED display in 
which a conductive line is in contact with an C'LED pixel and is part of the heat dissipation path 
from the OLED pixel through the back panel, is is required by claim I . Contrary to the 
Examiner's interpretation of Roach, the eleme it 140 is a separate, spaced-apart, discrete metal 
contact that is not a "conductive line." Thus, I Loach does not anticipate Applicant's invention as 
set forth in independent claim 1 and dependeni claims 2-16. Neither does Roach render claim 1 
obvious. Applicant's OLED display configurs don of claim 1 — where a conductive line in 
contact with an OLED pixel is part of the heat dissipation path from the pixel through the back 
panel — yields advantages not present in, or su\ ;g.ested by. Roach. Namely, as disclosed in 
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Applicant's specification (see, e.g., page 7, li le 12 to page 8, line 6), the OLED display 
configuration offers electrical advantages (e.| ;., a reduction in circuit parasitics) and heat 
dissipation advantages. If separate and discn te contacts are used rather than a conductive line, 
the benefits described in Applicant's specific ition may not be fully realized. Accordingly, 
Roach does not render obvious the invention set forth independent claim 1 and dependent claims 
2-16. 

Regarding claim 17, Roach does not < isclose an OLED display in which each solder joint 
in an array of soldar joints is positioned betw im the back panel and either an anode line or a 
cathode line. Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner was incorrect when stating that 
each solder bump 232 in Roach is positioned between the back panel 210 and a cathode line {see 
FIG. 5, which sho^vs that line segment 230— lot metal contact 140 — is the cathode line of 
Roach's display). As described above, Roacl i does not contemplate the electrical and heat 
dissipation advantages disclosed in Applicant 's specification, nor does Roach suggest any 
modifications to the prior art device so as to t chieve those advantages. Accordingly, Roach does 
not anticipate nor render obvious the inventic o set forth independent claim 17 and dependent 
claims 18-22. 

Regarding claim 30, Roach does not c ontemplate that each cathode line is electrically 
connected to a corresponding electrical interc ^miection line of the back panel by thermally 
conductive elements formed at each OLED p xel. According to Roach, the cathode lines 230 are 
formed directly on the back panel 210, so ont skilled in the art would not use a solder bump to 
connect such a catliode line 230 to some othe • electrical connection line formed on the same 
back panel 210. Furthermore, Roach does no : suggest that a cathode Une may be used in place 
of, or in addition to, the metal contacts 140, a id Roach does not suggest advantages that may be 
realized fix>m such a construction. Rather, on 3 must refer to Applicant's specification to infer the 
potential benefits of the OLED display set foi th in claim 30. As such. Roach does not anticipate 
nor render obvious the subject matter of indei endent claim 30 and dependent claims 32-34. 

Accordingly, independent claims 1,1" , and 30 each define an invention that is patentable 
over Roach, as do dependent claims 2-16, 18-22, and 32-34. 
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Rejections of dependent claims 13. 16. 18. ard 22 under 35 U.S.C. 6 103: 

The Examiner rejected dependent claims 13, 16, 18, and 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being m^atentable over Roach, either alone ( r in combination with Patel U.S. Patent No. 
5,396,403 ("Patel"). As discussed above, Ro ich does not render Applicant's independent claims 
1 and 17 obvious. In addition, the Patel refer nice cited in connection with claims 16 and 22 docs 
not supply the missing teachings so as to renc er either independent claim 1 or 17 obvious, and 
the Examiner has not contended that Patel su] iplies the missing teachings. Accordingly, 
dependent claims 13 and 18 are each patentat le over Roach, and dependent claims 16 and 22 are 
each patentable over the combination of Roac b and Patel Applicant respectfully requests that 
the Examiner removes her rejections of these claims. 

Reiections of claims 35-38 under 35 U.S.C. g 103: 

The Examiner also rejected claims 35 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Roach. Applicant submits that indepenc ent claim 35 is not rendered obvious by the 
teaching of Roach. 

Claim 35 in directed to an OLED disp ay that includes a back panel having at least one 
electrical intercomiection line and a front pan ;1 that is substantially parallel to the back panel. 
The OLED displa)' also includes an airay of ( )L£D pixels positioned between the front panel and 
the back panel. The array of OLED pixels ha } at least one centrally located OLED pixel that is 
formed at a non-ed ge location of the array, ar d the centrally located pixel has an anode contact 
located at the non-edge location. The OLED display further includes a thermally conductive 
element on the ancde contact at the non-edge location. The thermally conductive element 
electrically connects the anode contact and th j electrical intercoimection line of the back panel. 

Regarding claim 35, the Examiner coi tended that Roach discloses an OLED display 
having solder bumps 234 to connect anode lit cs 120 with the back panel circuitry 228, but 
Roaches discloses using such solder bumps 2 14 only at edge locations. Nevertheless, the 
Examiner contended that "[i]t has been held t wt reaaanging of parts of an invention involves 
only routine skill in the art." The Examiner p rovided no support for this statement of law. 

Roach, as conceded by the Examiner, Iocs not disclose a thermally conductive element 
on an anode contac t located at a non-edge loc ition. Neither does Roach render this feature of the 
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Applicant's invention obvious. As described in Applicant's specification {see, e.g., page 7, line 
12 to page 8, line 6), this feature provides ber efits not suggested by Roach. 

AppUcant s-ubmits that claim 35 is nol simply a rearrangement of parts that is within the 
skill in the art. Moreover, Applicant submits tliat the Examiner misstated the law in support of 
her rejection. 

The Examiner stated "[i]t has been he d that rearranging of parts of an invention involves 

only routine skill in the art." This is not fully true. The applicable rule was concisely stated by 

the United States ISoard of Patent Appeals an< I Interferences: 

The mere fact that a worker in the art :ould rearrange the parts of the reference 
device to meet the terms of the claims on appeal is not by itself sufficient to 
support a finding of obviousness. The prior art must provide a motivation or 
reason for Ibe worker in the art, witho it the benefit of [Applicant's] specification, 
to make th(; necessary changes in the ] eference device. 

Ex Parte Chicago Rawhide Mfg. Co., 223 U. 5.P.Q. 351, 353 (Bd. Pat App. «fe Inter. 1984). The 
Federal Circuit precedent is consistent with tf is rule and requires a suggestion from the prior art 
for the worker to modify the prior art device. In re Kotzab, 217 F.3d 1365, 1369-70 (Fed. Cir 

2000) ("Most if not all inventions arise fix>m ; . combination of old elements Even when 

obviousness is based on a single prior art refe ence, there must be a showing of a suggestion or 
motivation to modify the teachings of that ref jrence.*0; Northern Telecom. Inc. v. Datapoint 
Corp., 908 F.2d 93 1, 935 (Fed. Cir. 1990) ("\/hether the changes fix>m the prior art 'nunor* , . . , 
the changes must be evaluated in terms of the v/hole invention, including whether the prior art 
provides any teaching or suggestion to one of ordinary skill in the art to make the changes that 
would produce the [claimed invention]."). Tl us, the mere fact that the parts can be rearranged is 
not enough. There must also be a teaching in tlie prior art to suggest such a rearrangement. 
There is no such siiggcstion here, cither in Ro ich or in any other prior art. As disciissed above, 
Applicant's configuration provides benefits n- )t present in Roach, and there is no suggestion to 
alter Roach to achieve the benefits disclosed i i Applicant's specification. 

Accordingly, claim 35 defines an inve ition that is patentable over Roach, as do 
dependent claims 3 6-38. As such, Applicant . isks that the Examiner removes her rejections of 
these claims. 
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Added Claims 39-4 2: 

The Examiner objected to claim 31 as depending from a rejected base claim and noted 
that it would be allowable if rewritten in indq cndent fonn. Applicant has added claim 39, 
which is cancelled claim 31 rewritten in indcf cndent form, with the addition of the same 
clarification that was made in connection witJ claim 30 (described above). Added dependent 
claims 40-42 are similar to dependent claims ! 12-34. These added claims 39-42 add no new 
matter. 

Applicants submit that independent cl; im 39 is now in condition for allowance, as are 
dependent claims 40-42. 

C ONCLUSIONS 

Applicants submit that pending claims 1-22, 30 and 32-42 are in condition for allowance 
and request that the Examiner issue a Notice c f Allowance. No fee is believed due for this 
Amendment. Pleaf;e apply any other charges w credits to deposit account 06-1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 

p... a, Ml .M:JM=z 

Stephen R. Schaefer 
Reg. No. 37,927 
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